Morality and Martyrdom

Self-Criminalization and Christian Worship
Ibanga B. I kpe
University of Botswana, Botswana

| kpe@mopipi.ub.bw

Thought and Practice: A Journal of the Philosophical Association of Kenya (PAK)
New Series, Vol.5 No.1, June 2013, pp.69-89

thoughtandpractice@gmail.com

http://ajol .info/index.php/tp/index
| SSN: 2076-7714




701.B. Ikpe

Abstract

Religious martyrdom has grabbed centre stage enteames. This has been due mainly to
the activities of Muslim jihadists and other disafied religious zealots who choose
‘martyrdom’ as a form of protest and a means dfatiwfig injury on their perceived enemies.
Much work has been done on the Islamic fundametsaliwho epitomize contemporary
martyrdom. Indeed, for the untutored, religious tyralom appears to be limited to this
group. In contrast to such an outlook, this papeks to establish the Christian equivalent of
contemporary Islamic martyrs. It attempts a brohdracterization of different types of
martyrdom, taking into account the martyrs of tlastpand our everyday use of the term
‘martyr’. It also explores different perspectivestioe morality of martyrdom, especially the
more popular self-martyrdom of contemporary timisidentifies self criminalization by
religious functionaries as a form of ‘martyrdom$specially given the perception of the
members of the congregation and the influencedbel self-criminalization has on society.
It posits the immorality of self criminalizationsgecially given the high esteem in which
society holds religious functionaries, and arguegtie de-radicalization of religion.
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I ntroduction

The proper relationship between the religious dredgecular has always been an object of
interest, with various scholars advancing divelisevs of this relationship. It is a debate that
is sometimes forced on the consciousness of thelpopwhen they observe the two to be on
a collision course. For some time, the religiousl dhe secular have interacted in an
atmosphere of mutual accommodation, but the relggifundamentalism of the recent past
has resulted in a toxic relationship between the. tWhis has forced debate into the public
sphere and generated several views concerningrtipeprelationship between the religious
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and the secular. In secular states, religioustiomaries, just as ordinary citizens, are subject
to secular law, and they often stand forlornly lpefsecular judges to answer to accusations
of transgressions of secular law. Charges relatnfgnancial misappropriation, tax evasion,
consorting with prostitutes, child molestation, @exbty, drug offences, assauttimen
injuria and murder, have at various times been broughnsigeeligious functionaries and
increasingly, respected men of God, including farteddvangelists, have been exposed as
common criminals. Such transgressions of secwamlad the high profile nature of some of
the culprits could be said to have lowered theesstand moral authority of many religious

functionaries and organisations.

The transgression of secular law by religious fiomaries that results from human
weaknesses, though abhorrent, is not the focusi®ipaper. This is because, in most cases,
those involved in such transgressions are penibenat least pretend to be when their
transgressions become public knowledge. Hardlyamyever so unabashed as to hold their
heads high or try to justify their actions withigebus texts and sanctions. Such soiled clerics
neither declare the righteousness of their actiwomis complain of being persecuted for a
righteous cause. Rather, they sometimes play tleeofaremorseful sinners and blame their
transgressions on the machinations of the dewil,saticit forgiveness and prayers from their
gullible followers.

This paper is about the other category of religifwrectionaries - those who stand defiantly
before the judge, not because of the surreptitsamspling of some ‘forbidden fruit’, but as
religious zealots ready to endure chastisemernthimsake of the ‘gospel’ and eager to repeat
the transgression wherever and whenever the ‘naesks. It is about the stoic religious
patriot whose single-minded pursuit of biblical fieetion and consequent disregard for
anything that distracts from that goal puts hino@dls with individuals, the society and the
laws that govern relationships in it. The primangstion of the paper is therefore moral - it is
about the morality of such self-criminalization, danby extension, the morality of

unilateralism.

The paper presents an overview of the relationsatpreen the secular and religious realms,
and gives examples of how this relationship has\gbd as secular law battles to control
what some people have come to regard as celestmaimand. It discusses the concept of

martyrdom which is often used by offending cletiegiescribe their trials under secular law.
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It attempts a distinction between the concept oftyndom as understood by the early
Christians, as well as the distinction that is somes made between true and false
martyrdom. Using the Martyrdom of Polycarp, BistmfpSmyrna and the failed martyrdom
of Quintus, a Phrygian Christian as examples, #pepdiscusses the moral issues that arise
from martyrdom. It examines the concept of sa@ifigainst the background of the view that
the Christian self is not worthy of sacrificing@®wod since it is actually an impediment to the
everlasting glory that Christians aspire to. Bagedhe foregoing considerations, the paper
evaluates instances of contemporary self-crimiaibn by religious functionaries, and
argues that since they cannot be shown to corestgehuine self-sacrifice, they cannot be

moral.

Christianity and Self-Criminalization

The contemporary Christian church, as a social resgéion that exists side by side with
individuals and other entities, is guided by theuta laws that govern relationships in the
wider society. These laws become necessary notlmdguse some members of the society
are not Christians, but also because of the vasgetithin Christendom and the possibility of
friction arising from the peculiar practices of ssrChristian congregations. Laws also
become necessary so that the activities of paaticeligious groups do not infringe upon the
fundamental rights of their members, and also suenthat the leaders of religious groups
do not betray the confidence of their members aedyeneral public. In secular states, these
laws are not imposed on religious groups from withbut are part of the corpus of laws that
are jointly adopted by all through some form of iabacontract and can therefore be
challenged by any segment of the society that tielisthey are unjust or otherwise immoral.
Religious communities, despite their total subnaisgo the will of God, need these laws to
protect them from the will of men and guaranteertlibe basic freedoms that safeguard the
practice of their faith. To this end, secular laave not designed to limit religious practices,
but are instead meant to ensure that the diffdesthts are accorded equal protection so that
believers and nonbelievers can live harmoniouslthiwisociety. All things being equal,
secular law ought to accord protection to all, ammbers of society ought to recognise the

law as an impartial arbiter in their relationshipgh one another.
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Although secular laws are designed to accord eguodéction to all members of the society,
individuals may sometimes perceive certain lawbdaaontrary to their interests. The tenets
that govern relationships within society dictatattlsuch individuals either tolerate their
discomfort or use appropriate channels to challehgeonstitutionality of such laws. This is
necessary to ensure that all members of societicipate in making and amending laws, so
that laws do not injure individuals in society oeate conflict among them. What this means
is that secular laws, like other human instituticex® not perfect but need to be continually
interrogated and refined so as to ensure theirimaed relevance in a changing world. The
responsibility of keeping the law relevant and emguthat it properly accommodates the
interests of individuals and groups not only lieghvindividuals within society, but also with
specialized groups, including religious communiti€hristian communities as corporate
entities, alongside other citizens of the stateeshiais responsibility. Thus while Christians
may sometimes wish to “turn the other cheek” oreothise “render unto Caesar what is
Caesar’s”, they still share the responsibility ofering that the laws that govern society are
fair and just. Where they fail in this regard, thegnnot complain when they suffer the

chastisement of secular law.

In the years following the separation of church astdte in many countries, religious
communities could be said to have lived up to tkygeetation spelt out above. They not only
struggled to ensure that many religious sancti@nsained part of secular law, but were in
the vanguard of protest whenever religious freedomsecular laws with religious origins
were threatened. In many states, individuals anehnconities were usually willing to
accommodate religious views either because ofdhmlsstanding of religious leaders, or on
account of the historical affinities that peopled tawards particular religions. Religious
leaders, on their part, were keen to maintain tatedegree of conservatism, taking care to
conceal the indiscretions of their officers and rbers, and where this failed, to distance
themselves from the offenders in an attempt to icmavall and sundry that the behaviour
was not typical of that religious community. In feular, Christian religious leaders were
quite adept at maintaining this veneer of decorlusing subtle advocacy and internal
conservatism, they were careful to avoid confligdhveecular law, and generally tried to live

up to the moral high ground that was their heritage
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In the recent past, however, this tendency of @arigeligious leaders to avoid conflict with
the law has been on the wane, especially with thverat of new religious movements with
sectarian tendencies. The new movements, espethalbg that combine messianic zeal and
Pentecostal fervour, sometimes have very pecui@wvs/ concerning the subordination of
Christian rituals to secular law. They sometimesidge that their interpretations of biblical
exhortations should not be limited by any law, #mat they owe no apologies to those who
are injured or otherwise inconvenienced by any bela that they adjudge to be biblical.
One such peculiar interpretation of the bible edab the cacophonic and often tumultuous
racket that has become the hallmark of some Peste@and sectarian religious worship. The
biblical exhortation to Christians to “make a jolyfwoise unto the Lord” is given a literal
interpretation, and offending congregations refioseompromise on their right to boisterous
and exuberant worship, despite recognizing that sehaviour may constitute a nuisance to
their neighbours. The biblical exhortation to “makgyful noise unto the Lord” is often held
to supersede the other exhortation to “love thgleour as thyself”, while the golden rule of

doing to others as one would like others to do timéon is similarly scorned.

The insistence of these religious movements om thrthodox interpretation of the gospel
and their deep conviction concerning their actioften fuels their willingness to oppose
secular institutions and to flout secular laws,eesgly those that relate to acoustic pollution.
The Associated Press report of April 29, 2007, ifmtance, details the discontent of the
neighbours of the Worshipper of Christ the Warkimg Church in Massillon, Ohio over the

“screams and sounds of glory and praise” comingnftbie church building, which the

neighbours regard as a nuisance. The pastor othbech, Troy Sowell, insisted that the
church was not “loud just to disrupt the neighbgdubsit was “going to celebrate Jesus” as
guaranteed by the First Amendment of the UnitedeStaconstitution. According to him,

"We will praise God with a loud voice. If it comés that, I'm ready to go to jail. ... They
might as well come and bring buses because myatdfiny members are ready to go to jail
for the sake of the gospel” (ABC News 2007R). Sowelintained this stance even while he
was arraigned before a magistrate for violating ¢hg's noise ordinance. The important
issue here is not the violation of city ordinandast the departure of Sowell from what has
become the norm of responsible citizenship. Somather challenged the constitutionality or
legality of the law through established channets, did he tolerate it for the sake of living

peacefully with others. He refused to consider thataction of “celebrating Jesus” could be

given a different description, especially by the@members of his congregation.
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Furthermore, theéBrooklyn Paper reported (Rubinstein 2007) a Criminal Court sumsion
against the Celestial Church of Christ of Clintoiil Kbr hosting “all day, un-permitted,
amplified Sunday services in a building zoned &sidential use.” This was after the church
had accumulated about $20,000 for various buildii@ations over a ten year period,
including a violation for “occupancy contrary toetleertificate of occupancy”. This case is
interesting not merely because the offending cayagren violated the law, but because of
the extensive period over which the violations tptdce. The case is also interesting because
the congregation not only violated the buildinginahces, but the noise ordinances as well.
Again, the fact that the violations covered a tearyperiod leaves us in no doubt that the
violations were wilful on the part of the congragat In other words, the congregation had
become used to acting outside the law. What icleatr is whether they did so as a protest
against laws that they considered offensive or mar@ntinued in the illegal action because

they were not physically restrained from doing so.

Again, The Virginian Pilot of February 25, 2007 reported the high noise Eeshanating
from the Holy Temple Ministries at Chesapeake. Mus despite an earlier summons and
conviction of the minister in charge of the chufon misdemeanour over the loud music
coming from the church. In the UK, the Christ Ambst Church in Leytonstone, east
London, had to come up with £11,000 in fines, arab weportedly likely to face a court
injunction after being convicted for the third tirfe noise ordinances violations. Here, as in
the other cases, it was the amplified music froe gbrvices at the church that reportedly
constituted a nuisance to its neighbours. As incde® of his American cousins, the response
of the pastor to the charges brought against hitherSnaresbrook Crown Court was that “it

was not up to him to dampen worshippers' enthusig&may 2001).

The cases of contempt for secular law cited abdsadsin contrast to the case of the
Reverend Robert Wesley Hill of the True Apostolissambly Church in Minneapolis, who
reportedly utilized the judicial process in an mip¢ to have noise ordinances declared
unconstitutional (Sandok 1996). This was afterghstor had received numerous citations for
violating state and local anti-noise laws, and egpent time in jail after neighbours
complained about the volume of music coming froe ¢hurch. His initial contempt for the

law notwithstanding, Reverend Hill could be said have demonstrated responsible
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citizenship by seeking legal redress for the regt@n his activities. Although the reverend
got his heart’s desire, getting the court to dectae noise ordinances unconstitutional, it was
not because his congregation had been cleared @hgwrbut rather because the noise
ordinances stipulated different noise levels féfedent events. Indeed the judge in his ruling
declared: “the court is not unsympathetic with theighbours. The right to peaceful
enjoyment of one’s property is an important one sndeserving of protection” (The News-
Journal 1996). What is important for the purposéhif paper is neither the eventual triumph
of the reverend nor his utilization of legal chalsne challenge an unjust law, but rather his
initial contempt for secular law that resulted is heing sent to jail. Why did he have to be
treated as a common criminal before launching égall battle? The real answer to this
guestion might probably remain unknown, but thenéviself points to an emerging pattern
in the relationship between church and state.

The cases cited above might give the impressionh \itdations of the law by religious
organisations is a peculiarly Western malady, dmat #African religious leaders are not
caught up in this growing tendency to wilfully cimalize themselves. This view can
however not be sustained, given the fact that sofrtbe offending religious organisations
(Celestial Church of Christ and the Christ Apostdlthurch) in Western countries are of
African origin. In African countries themselves, ethrelationship between religious
organisations and secular authorities also refldgissemerging pattern of conflict and wilful
self criminalization, especially in relation to thelation of noise ordinances. This is despite
the fact that the noise ordinances are neithetrig$ sor as closely monitored as those in the
West. For instance, a Ghana News Agency ReportasttM30, 2007 has a story concerning
the refusal of Power Miracle Chapel Internatiomacomply with a court order to minimise
the noise and not to use musical instruments trauyzed loud noise. This is despite the
contention of the presiding judge that “in God’'sigilom, there is order and discipline and
that worshipping must be done in a fine manneryithd 2007). The pastor in charge of the
church, Prophet Mensah, and the congregation weenteally charged with making
excessive noise and causing noise nuisance. Irhemoase in the Ghanaian capital, Sam
Isaac Opoku, Head Pastor of the Jesus Demonstidiiustry International was remanded in
custody for leading his congregation to cause noigsance above the permissible level at
Nii Boi Town, Accra. Here again, this action wagda after an initial warning and two
weeks of monitoring the noise levels of the chuf@mana News Agency 2008). The two

cases above, which involved recurrent violationhef law and wilful self-criminalization by



Morality and Martyrdom: Self-Criminalization and Christian Worship 77

the pastors and their congregations, are casteirsdime mould as the American and British

cases.

Although the foregoing cases may appear few anddaween, they are actually symptomatic
of what goes on in many localities, as secular lbatles to control what some people have
come to regard as celestial command. The offendergcs and congregations do not regard
themselves as common criminals but rather as nsardyd it is the glory of martyrdom that
motivates their criminal behaviour. The offendingrics would rather be in jail or suffer
other secular penalties than ‘disobey the gospebtberwise limit any aspect of what they
regard as their religious obligations. In doing #wey appear to be emulating the early
Christians, whose persecution and martyrdom engedréhe faithful of the early church and
strengthened the faith of those who were willingpoead the gospel in subsequent centuries.
The erring congregations appear to regard themioglization as a form of religious
persecution and therefore an ornament that shoellgrbudly displayed. Like martyrs of
yesteryears, they appear to believe that eternedrce awaits them for standing firm and
propagating the gospel in the face of persecuBom are they martyrs in the true sense of the

word, and can we adjudge their actions to be moral?

Under standing Martyrdom

An important question for this paper has to do withether or not the type of self-
criminalization in the cases cited above amountsnartyrdom. The question arises not
merely because such self-criminalization is usedustify violation of the law, but also
because the idea is becoming popular among regiongregations. There is no doubt that
suffering persecution, imprisonment and other deggions involves enormous self-sacrifice;
but does this constitute martyrdom, and do thesdemmoday violators of the law compare
with the martyrs of early Christianity? This questibecomes even more pertinent when we
consider that the term martyr is commonly usedeferrto “a person who in an extremely
hostile situation prefers a violent death to coanpde with the demand of (usually pagan)
authorities” (Van Henten & Avemarie 2002, 3). At d@rigin in the early Christian era, it was
used to refer to Christian zealots who paid theanalte price for the sake of their faith, and
was first used in the martyrdom of Polycarp, BisladpSmyrna. According to Mahmoud
Ayoub, “the term ‘martyr’ as used in the New Testat) means ’'witness’. A martyr is a
77
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witness not to an idea but to an event, to thehfait the crucified and risen Christ”
(Ayoub1992, 69). Thus the early Christian martyics bt propagate any ideology, but were
contented to vehemently defend the historical esseatrounding the crucifixion, death and
resurrection of Jesus Christ. The etymology of twherd notwithstanding, van Henten
observes that “the phenomenon of martyrdom is olifken the Christian or Jewish
terminology that indicates it” (Van Henten 2003,41805). Thus although the term was
specially coined to refer to the early Christianrtyrs, the name could, for instance, apply to
Socrates and others who died for their beliefsrgadhe advent of Christianity.

Despite its Christian origins, the term ‘martyr'shgrown to be popular, and has been applied
to many forms of heroic deaths that have no beasmghristianity or any other religion.
According to van Henten, the martyr has come toréegnised as “a member of a
suppressed group, who, when given the opportuaitghounce aspects of his or her group’s
code, willingly submits to suffering and death heatthan forsake a conviction” (van Henten
2003, 200). The idea of being ‘a member of a sigga@ group’ seems to match the sectarian
character of some new religious movements who dorastsee their persecution as resulting
from the authenticity of their faith. van Hentewsntention that martyrs willingly submit to
suffering and death rather than renounce aspedtseofgroup code also resonates with the
tendency of these religious communities to violaspects of secular law and thereby
willingly criminalize themselves. What needs todstermined is whether being a member of
a suppressed group and thereby willingly submittmguffering rather than denouncing the

groups code is sufficient for martyrdom.

Van Henten also contends that “being a victim afidsmnable violence seems to be an
important notion of contemporary martyrdom whichnist necessarily linked to religious
identities” (van Henten 2003, 199). This could biipreted to mean that death is no longer
a requirement for martyrdom since condemnable nm#ecan take forms other than death.
This position also seems to suggest that one caam martyr without having the option to
either renounce the group code or otherwise sutmnlie penalties of failing to do so. Thus
contemporary martyrdom does not only entail thesyiagy of martyrdom without violent
death, but also removes volition as a prerequfsitenartyrdom. Again, the passivity that
characterized the early Christian martyrs seenmsat@ given way to activity such that the
martyr no longer merely submits to martyrdom but, ¢a the new dispensation, actively seek

martyrdom. Thus from its restricted use in earlyri€hanity, the term has evolved to
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accommodate various forms of violence againstaitaftl, including different forms of self-

sacrifice.

Furthermore, in discussing martyrdom, Ayoub (19892) refers to the ideal martyr of
Christianity as one who, for the sake of the gaspelffered stripes, imprisonment,
crucifixion and wild beast.” This seems to enth@ttone defends a creed which one holds to
be true but which others, either of the same faitlof different faiths, consider deviant.
Robert Klob (1995, 400) makes the same point wdiseussing martyrdom during the early
reformation when he notes that , “martyrdom wasanpotatter of dying for just any faith but
for what they regarded as the true faith.” The fobthen, as it is now, involves determining
what constitutes the true faith, or otherwise datee who is competent to say whether or not
a faith is true. This is due to the fact that eee®y who practices a faith does so because of
some deep seated conviction that the faith is #uen when such a faith or variation of a
faith has very few adherents. In other words, ahs are true to those who practice them,
even when such faiths do not make it into mainstrdeeliefs. The problem then is in
determining who is competent to judge whether aranfaith is true.

In the early Christian period for instance, manglats suffered and died both at the hands of
unbelievers and at the hands of other believerssevhanderstanding of Christianity was
different from theirs. The recent discoveries oé thospels of Mary Magdalene (Hearon
2004) and of Judas (Gathercole 2007) show thae tivere variations in early Christianity,
and it seems reasonable to assume that if the Ropersecuted the early Christians without
discrimination, there must have been several sgaarly Christianity whose activities were
never chronicled. It appears inescapable that sadocumented Christian sects had zealots
who paid the ultimate price, but have been forgotie have otherwise not been celebrated
because their sects were not recognised as traileebghroniclers of early Christianity. The
said zealots were, however, in no doubt aboutrilté bf their faith, otherwise they would
not have accepted to pay such a handsome prigé fOne could therefore argue that if it
were their followers that chronicled the eventsthadt era, they would have gone down in
history as the true martyrs. It would then seerfollow that all faiths are true for those who
practice them, but whether or not they go downigtdny as true faith would be more of a
historical accident than the desire or design eff#ithful.
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Morality and Martyrdom

The gquestion whether or not martyrdom is moral ér@gaged scholars for a long time, and
continues to generate interest among members aidademic community. This is because
although “to intentionally give up one's life onhad¢f of an ideal or another person may be
seen as the ultimate demonstration of one's mamandtment ... unless it is regarded as
having been done by the right agent on behalfgybaerly worthy object, in a very particular
context, it is likely to be regarded as inexpli@bl just plain crazy” (Bailey 2009, 131). In
determining whether or not martyrdom is moral, ¢hds need to understand the
circumstances surrounding a particular case of yrdoin, especially the intention of the
martyr. This is necessary because the intentioanohgent is important in determining the
morality of the actions of that agent. Where theoas of an agent are not purposive, such
action cannot be said to be moral or immoral; bbere an agent acts with the intent of
achieving results that the agent understands teitbeer morally acceptable or morally
reprehensible, the action can be judged to bereittegal or immoral. Consequently, if an
agent purposively acts immorally or refrains froatirlg when a moral action ought to have
been taken, the intentional nature of the actiomaction renders it immoral. The intention
of the agent in martyrdom is, therefore, significemthe sense that it determines whether or
not the martyrdom is genuine. For instance, one¢hef ancient narratives on martyrdom
attempts a distinction between true and false nmaoty. The narrativeThe Martyrdom of
Polycarp, is an anonymous eyewitness account written agtex ffrom the church at Smyrna
to the church at Philomelia detailing the arresdd arecution of Polycarp (see Anonymous
1855). The author distinguishes between the trueynd@mm of Polycarp, which he refers to
as ‘martyrdom according to the gospel’, and théeedamartyrdom of a Phrygian Christian
named Quintus. The difference between the two & thhereas Polycarp followed the
example of Jesus in that he was betrayed withowipukating the situation, Quintus
voluntarily handed himself over to the Roman autles to be martyred, but in the course of
trial and facing the reality of being devoured byjdwbeasts, renounced Christ and made

sacrifices to the emperor.

The difference between Polycarp and Quintus iséir intentions. Whereas Quintus actively
sought martyrdom with the intention of being rewkr&olycarp did not intend to be
martyred, and would have been content to contimweirsg the church in his capacity as a

bishop. Again in handing himself over to be maryr@uintus did not go quietly, but
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announced his intention to be martyred, and everpmssure on some of his followers to
join him. Warren Smith (2006, 171) observes thatibhd Quintus’s voluntary martyrdom ...
lies the motive of spiritual ambition — to gain\s#tlon for himself and to achieve the
greatness of a true disciple whose death imitatest® own self-sacrifice.” Here, one could
argue that the failed martyrdom of Quintus was @get in self aggrandizement rather than
one of genuine piety. The intention of the martyrdietermining whether or not a case of
martyrdom is true is also emphasised by Kocan & (O(®#006,350), when they identify
Bobby Sands and his Irish comrades as true mafgrsthem, Sands and his comrades are
true martyrs because they “accepted death with emnglous courage, but they did not
essentially seek it”. In other words, as Irish lationaries, their true intention was aligned to
Irish republicanism, and even though capture amgtisanment were possibilities, they were
not eventualities that the group actively desirBdsides, when they started their hunger
strike to protest their being treated as commomiaals, their intention was to further the

cause of Irish republicanism rather than to diewic death.

The idea of determining the genuineness of martyrthy evaluating the intentions of the
martyr is not entirely new: it has been considepgddifferent scholars at different times.
Nietzsche, for instance, looks upon Christian nrddgn as “a form of the will to power, in
that it seeks to overcome the meaninglessnesgeot kspecially life’s inescapable suffering
- by finding meaning in suffering” (cited in Smi#006, 171). This is because Christianity
looks upon earthly life as a life of suffering apdin - a difficult period of transition to a
more glorious afterlife. Martyrdom therefore offdtse Christian a chance to escape the
laborious trek towards the afterlife - a journeythmpaths strewn with obstacles that could
derail even the most faithful and condemn them ternal damnation. According to
Kauffman (2008, 255), Nietzsche's view is that wkia@ martyrs “desire is power itself;
another life as it were, richer and stronger; artiebin beauty and perfection.” Nietzsche
takes his cue from the biblical verse that “evegyarho exalts himself will be humbled and
everyone who humbles himself will be exalted”(Luk&14) to argue that it is actually the
desire of the martyr to be exalted, and that this desire that fuels the stoic stride towards
martyrdom. Given the intention of the Christian tyies to attain eternal glory by suffering
and sometimes dying for the Christian cause, weirifice is neither selflessness nor a sign

of supreme moral commitment, but rather a shortaeternal glory.
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F.H. Bradley also has an interesting view of salfrdice, especially as it applies to Christian
martyrdom. For him, as for many other thinkers, tyrdom is moral when it entails the
“sacrifice of something actually or potentially gbthat could reasonably contribute, within
moral limits, to one’s well-being or better beingdato do so for the sake of the well-being or
better being of others” (cited in Kateb 2008, 378).other words, for something to be a
sacrifice, it must be something which the persokintathe sacrifice would rather have but
chooses to give up for the sake of another beirfgraa cause that the person believes in. But
where the self is worth nothing, Bradley argueg Hedf-sacrifice is unworthy and therefore
immoral. For Bradley as for many other scholarg, $sklf of a Christian is not worthy of
sacrifice because it is worth nothing. The selthed Christian is actually an inconvenience,
an albatross which the Christian has to get rioh @rder to attain life everlasting. Getting rid
of it cannot therefore be a sacrifice, but rathemsthing beneficial to one making the
sacrifice, whereas true sacrifice entails givingsamething valuable for the well being of
others. What this means is that a sacrifice ordatiial cannot be moral except where there
are others who stand to benefit from it. What is ¢lear is whether the utilitarian principle
needs to be applied in calculating those who starimenefit from a sacrifice; in other words,
whether having more gainers than losers makes rdfisaanore worthy. The presumption

here is that in every sacrifice some people staridse while others stand to gain.

In discussing the nature of a moral sacrifice, Bradlso argues that where the subject on
whose behalf the sacrifice is performed is unwaqrthg sacrifice may be seen to be lacking
in sufficient worth (cited in Bailey 2009, 132). é&ther words, where the subject is unworthy
of the sacrifice, such a sacrifice cannot be mdéiait.instance, it would be immoral for one to
sacrifice oneself in order to save a pet becauseéh is qualitatively inferior to a human
being, and is therefore unworthy of human sacrifiédthough it may appear fairly
straightforward to decide that it is not worthwhite sacrifice human life for a pet, it is not
always so easy to determine whether or not a bé#sgrves to benefit from a sacrifice. This
is because the being so worthy may be determindddigrs that have nothing to do with the
intrinsic qualities of the subject, but may dep@mdpersonal or cultural values that may be
tainted by racist, sexist, ethnocentric and otlwgrsaerations that ought not to contribute to

moral choice.
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A more comprehensive characterization of self-§aerwhich may offer an insight into the
morality of martyrdom, is offered by Connie Rosagian alternative to an earlier analysis by
Mark Overvold (1980, 113-114). According to her, act is a genuine instance of self-
sacrifice just in case:

» The act results in a loss of welfare that is exgeeind anticipated.

* The act is voluntary.

* The act is undertaken primarily out of regard toe value or good of another rather
than out of regard for long term self benefit.

* The agent is aware of at least one other altermaipen at the time of the act the
consequences of which she correctly expected wbale been, in some respects,
more in her immediate self-interest.

* Any adverse effect on her self interest as a care®e of her chosen act is on some
part of her good such that the sacrifice of that paher good is also a sacrifice of
herself (Rosati 2009, 320).

Apart from clearly setting out the conditions foengiine acts of self-sacrifice and, by
extension, martyrdom, Rosati’s characterisationds/8radley’s emphasis on the subject for
whom the sacrifice is made and the difficultiessiaig therefrom. It is also unambiguous
concerning the relationship of the agent to both &let of sacrifice and the subjects that
benefit from it. By this characterisation, Christianartyrdom will entail that the agent

sacrifice some aspects of his/her welfare, but tlabin making the sacrifice he/she stands in

a proper relationship to the beneficiaries of theriice and the sacrificial act.

Morality and Self Criminalization

The foregoing analysis offers some interestinggimis into recent self criminalisation by
religious leaders and communities. A situation \eheeligious leaders give interviews
concerning their willingness to go to jail with theongregations rather than tone down the
noise generated by their worship could be saidetsimilar to Quintus’ announcing of his
intention to be martyred and putting pressure anfblilowers to join him. Furthermore, in
giving elaborate interviews and turning themselwe® media personalities, they, like

Quintus, appear to be seeking their own glory rmatien the cause they supposedly
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represent. The humility, dignity and resignatioattattended the martyrdom of Polycarp are
not evident in their behaviour, and this raises dhestion as to whether or not their self-
sacrifice is genuine and therefore moral. In additiwhen we compare their relish at their
impending ‘martyrdom’ with the fear of cowardicepegssed in the letters of Ignatius of

Antioch while he was being taken to Rome for exiecuttheir self-sacrifice rings hollow.

Furthermore, Nietzsche’s contention that the plashody of a Christian is not a worthy
object of sacrifice introduces an interesting arigléhe discussion. This is because the true
‘self’ of a Christian is the spiritual self whiclemains untouched by earthly deprivations.
Whereas “the tyrant can destroy the body, thetspirthe martyr escapes his control” and
this is to say that “the tyrant’s destructive plogsipowers cannot conquer the martyr’s
spiritual power” (Tod & Stichele 2003, 178). If dex/ing the body does not affect the true
self of the Christian, one can argue that any @hnsself-sacrifice that does not involve
sacrificing the spiritual self is not a meaninggacrifice. What is more, in assessing the
worth of a sacrifice, there is need to determinetivér the sacrifice is of value to another or
whether it is for the long term benefit of the aigedn act of genuine sacrifice by a Christian
could, following Rosati’'s characterization, be stadbe valuable either to God or to other
Christians. It cannot be said to be of value to Gedause, by His nature, the Christian God
is a colossus who cannot be edified by the actaari. The Bible sets this out when it says
that “we are all like an unclean thing, and all oghteousness are like filthy rags” (Isaiah
64, 6). This is to say that one cannot genuinetyifsiee the human self to God. This is

especially so since Christians usually hold Chadie the sacrifice to end all sacrifices.

If the self-sacrifice cannot be for God, it mustfbethe benefit of people who would either

belong to the same religious community as the mantybe outside the community. van

Henten (2003, 206), for instance, argues that ‘ynsudre constructed by their source groups;
they function as role model figure for this grouplaxpress group values, norms, practices
and aims in a radical manner.” A martyr theref@®a social construct, can only have value
within their source group, and their sacrifice cany be said to benefit the group. What this
means is that the self-criminalization by religideaders can only be for the benefit of their
congregations and perhaps others who are awateedfitcumstances of the group and are
moved by sympathy for them. Other members of tharnsanity who are not aware of the

trials of the martyr or are otherwise indifferenttis convictions cannot be said to benefit

from his sacrifice. The question may then ariséoashether or not it is morally right for a
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leader to wilfully commit acts that may deprive gup of his leadership, especially where
the group is small and depends on the charismheofetader to survive. This is because not
only is it required that what is sacrificed be stimmeg worthwhile, but also that it contribute

something actually or potentially good to the group

Applying Rosati’'s (2009, 320) characterization alsgises questions concerning the
genuineness and, by extension, the morality ofaetiinalisation by religious leaderBirst,

it is difficult to say whether self-criminalizatiaesults in any loss of welfare by the religious
leaders. This is because although judicial sanatiay entail a temporary loss of welfare,
religious leaders usually believe that they standain eternal life from that loss. The loss of
welfare therefore appears to be an investmentishguaranteed to yield greater dividends in
the hereafter. It is also doubtful whether the-sathinalization is undertaken primarily out
of regard for the benefit of any but the clericertiselves. Apart from the long-term benefit
of eternal salvation that the cleric anticipateshattime of his action, there is also the short
term benefit of media exposure which portrays hgradarue Christian. The media exposure
may also serve as an advertisement for the moveinelping it to attract new members and
increase the popularity of the cleric and his ceggtion. While there is a possibility that
these benefits can be anticipated in genuine ptagy,fact that they are anticipated at all

limits the sacrificial nature of the act under Rosa&haracterization.

Moreover, Rosati’'s characterization requires that agent be “aware of at least one other
alternative open at the time of the act the conseges of which she correctly expected
would have been, in some respects, more in her drateeself-interest”; but there does not
seem to be any such alternative in the cases wedemw. One could argue, for instance, that
acceding to the request of the neighbours by ligitihe noise during worship is such an
alternative. This, however, is not the case. Tlantlby some of the clerics that the noise-
making is a religious exhortation makes it difficidr a concession to the neighbours to serve
as a genuine alternative to it. This is becausdn suconcession would not be in their

immediate self-interest of pleasing God or attragtnore membership. Another alternative
would be for the offending clerics to show remodsging trial and plead for a lighter or

suspended sentence. This, also, does not appéar @ogenuine alternative under Rosati’s
characterization, because the freedom it would tseeured would not have been in the

immediate interest of the group, as it would haguired that it changes its mode of worship
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and perhaps others of its characteristic featuresddition, climbing down in the face of
confrontation, though useful in averting the saordiof the court, could possibly lower their
esteem as leaders in the eyes of their congregatidius what appears to be alternatives to
martyrdom do not seem to be in the long term isteod the clerics. This is especially so
since “people become martyrs because others mae #o” (van Henten 2002, 7). For
instance, there have been people who paid theaikimrice for a cause that they believed in
but were never recognized as martyrs, whereassothen paid such a price by accident have
been so recognized.

Conclusion

It would appear from the foregoing reflections thahtempt for secular law, as exemplified
in the self-criminalization of modern day clericsannot be classified as genuine self-
sacrifice. This is because the inconvenience sedfely the agents in the course of
prosecution cannot be said to represent a subatdoéis of welfare by the clerics. On the
contrary, it could be argued that the benefits Hwtrue to them is greater both in the short
and long term. It is also clear that the consege®raf the various alternatives to self-
criminalisation are not in the immediate or longrtéanterest of the clerics, and therefore do
not qualify as genuine alternatives as defined hbysal. Consequently, their self-
criminalisation cannot qualify as genuine martyrdand cannot therefore be moral. The
redeeming features of martyrdom do not apply irs¢heases, and can therefore not be
invoked in evaluating their actions. It is also mmjant to note that “morality requires positive
acts and is not exhausted by virtuous or prudesteaktion from wrongdoing” (Kateb 2008,
387). Thus a willingness to submit to secular lawd #éherefore be acted upon, such as is

evident in self-criminalization, cannot qualify g@snuine morality.

In his book,Morality: Its Nature and Justification, Bernard Gert (cited in Brock 2001, 435)
argues that the goal of morality is to lessen theunt of evil or harm suffered. This is why
Gert’s first five moral rules prohibit actions theguse harm (killing, disabling, causing pain,
depriving of pleasure or freedom), and his secame moral rules do this indirectly by

prohibiting actions that typically result in hartgifg, breaking promises, cheating, breaking
the law and not doing one's duty). Since noiseupiolh causes severe discomfort to the
neighbours of such churches by depriving them & pteasure of living in a quiet
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neighbourhood, wilfully causing such pollution cabbe a moral act. Furthermore, since the
contempt of the clerics for noise ordinances ingslbreaking the law, it cannot at the same
time be moral. Going by the old Socratic dictumt thitais better to suffer possible evil than
to inflict it”, neither the noise-making through ibterous worship nor the willingness to

endure suffering on account of it can be seen agige morality.
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